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People 356,586
Male 176,415
Female 180,171
Median age 34
Roads Approx 5,900 lane kms length
Vehicles 1.7 per household
2012
1,733 tests 
conducted 
(37+ve)
2013
2,429 tests 
conducted   
(116 +ve)
Overarching Research Questions
• Are ACT motorists aware of roadside 
saliva based drug testing operations?
• What is the perceived deterrent impact 
of the operations?
• What factors are predictive of future 
intentions to drug drive?
• What are the differences between key 
subgroups
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Participants
• 801 ACT motorists aged 17-88 years (M = 
39.17, SD = 19.19), stratified by age and 
sex
• Inclusion criteria - ≥17 years of age, hold 
current driver licence and drive a motor 
vehicle more than 1hr per week
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Materials/Questions
• Demographic and Drug Driving Data
• Age, gender, employment status, weekly driving hrs, lifetime and recent illicit drug 
use, and recency of driving within 24hrs of using illicit drug
• Awareness and Perceived Effectiveness
• Are you aware that the ACT introduced roadside oral fluid testing in May 2011?
• How effective do you think roadside oral fluid testing is in detecting drivers who 
have recently used illicit drugs?
• Perceived Deterrence of Roadside Drug 
Testing
• Classic and Expanded Deterrence items
• Likelihood of Future Drug Driving
• How often do you think you will drive after using illicit drugs in the next six months?
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Procedure
• Data was collected by an independent data 
collection agency sourced from the Association 
of Market and Social Research Organisations
Random Digit Dialing system using CATI
• All data was collected between July and 
August 2012  
• Call routine included both weekday and 
weekend calls, with interviews lasting on 
average 12.61 minutes
• Response rate was 58%
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Demographics
• Most participants were employed (71.54%; n = 573) 
and drove a vehicle daily (75.41%; n = 604) 
• 36.21% (n = 290) reported having used one of the 
three listed illicit drugs in the past
• Most frequently used drug was cannabis (4.99%) 
followed by ecstasy (1.63%) and meth/amphetamine 
(0.08%)
• 10.74% of participants reported they had driven a 
vehicle within 24 hours of using an illicit drug in the 
past, the majority of whom were males (χ2(1) = 7.31, p
< 0.05) 
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Frequency of driving in past year, within 4 
hours after using an illicit substance
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Type of illicit substance
Frequency of driving Cannabis Meth/amphetamine Ecstasy
Everyday 0.37% - -
More than once a week 0.12% - -
About once a week 0.37% 0.12% -
11 to 20 times 0.12% 0.12% -
Three to ten times 0.87% 0.25% 0.37%
Once or twice 1.62% - 0.50%
Never 96.53% 99.51% 99.13%
Intention
• We also examined intention to drive after 
using one of the 3 illicit drugs within the next 
6 months
• Among those who reported they did intend 
to drive after using an illicit drug (n = 40; 
4.99%) the average number of days was 
27.8 (range 0-180)
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Awareness and Effectiveness of 
Roadside Drug Testing
• Most participants (61.55%; n = 493) were aware that 
oral fluid screening had commenced in the ACT
• However, 35.21% (n = 282) were completely 
unaware and 3.24% (n = 26) were unsure
• Of those who had ever driven within 24 hours of 
taking an illicit drug, 41.86% (n = 36) had done so 
since May 2011 
• Regarding perceived effectiveness, only 50.68% (n
= 406) reported operations would be effective or 
extremely effective in detecting drivers who had 
recently used illicit drugs
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Perceived Deterrence
CRICOS No. 00213J
Low Medium High
M SD % n % n % n
Classical Deterrence Theory
Certainty 5.15 2.32 28.84 231 42.70 342 28.46 228
Severity 6.65 2.85 17.60 141 31.71 254 50.69 406
Swiftness 5.71 2.43 18.60 149 50.81 407 31.59 245
Reconceptualised  Deterrence Theory
Punishment Avoidance 1.81 2.06 86.89 696 7.49 60 5.62 45
Vicarious Punishment Avoidance 2.75 2.59 71.79 575 16.73 134 11.48 92
Interrelationships between study 
variables
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Variable  1.  2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7.  8.  9.  10. 
1. Intentions to drug drive in the futurea  ‐                   
2. Age   ‐.15*  ‐                 
3. Sex(male)b    .05  ‐.01     ‐               
4. Awareness(yes)b  ‐.08* .14** ‐.09** ‐   
5. Certainty ‐.01 ‐.15** .09* .06  ‐  
6. Severity .01 ‐.29** ‐.06 ‐.03  .25** ‐  
7. Swiftness  .06  ‐.21**  .05  .03  .22**  .36**  ‐       
8. Punishment Avoidance  .34**  .08*  ‐.07*  .04  .01  ‐.09*  ‐.03  ‐     
9. Vicarious Punishment(yes)b  ‐.13**  .24**  ‐.03  ‐.16  ‐.13**  ‐.06  ‐.07  .01  ‐   
10. Vicarious Punishment Avoidance  .26**  ‐.18**  ‐.07  .06  .02  ‐.02  ‐.02  .34**  ‐.24**  ‐ 
Note: *p < .05, **p < .001. 
a Continuous variable; b denotes a point‐biserial correlation coefficient. 
 
 
Factors Predictive of Likelihood 
of Drug Driving in Future
• Ordered logistic regression 
• Age, sex, and awareness of roadside testing entered at 
step 1, with their combination significantly predicting the 
outcome variable (χ2(1, 3) = 29.50, p < .001). 
Accounted for 11.11% of the variance drug driving and 
correctly classified 94.92% of the participants 
CRICOS No. 00213J
 
  95% Confidence 
interval for OR 
Variable  B  S.E.  Wald  OR  Lower  Upper 
Model 1             
Age   ‐0.06  0.01  15.41  0.95**  0.92  0.97 
Sex (male) 0.39 0.34  1.36 0.68 0.35 1.31
Awareness (yes)  ‐0.99  0.39  6.39  0.37*  0.17  0.80 
Constant  ‐0.68  0.46  2.21  0.51     
 
Factors Predictive of Likelihood 
of Drug Driving in Future
Step 2 included addition of classical deterrence theory variables of 
certainty, severity, and swiftness. Overall, the model remained 
significant (χ2(1, 6) = 34.23, p < .001), however, the addition of these 
variables did not significantly increase the predictive power of the 
model (χ2(1, 3) = 4.73, p = .19)
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  95% Confidence 
interval for OR 
Variable  B  S.E.  Wald  OR  Lower  Upper 
Model 2             
Age  ‐0.06 0.02  16.01 0.94** 0.92 0.97
Sex (male) 0.35 0.34  1.04 1.42 0.72 2.78
Awareness (yes)  ‐0.97  0.40  6.03  0.38*  0.17  0.82 
Certainty ‐0.11 0.07  2.13 0.90 0.78 1.04
Severity  ‐0.08  0.06  1.68  0.92  0.81  1.04 
Swiftness 0.11 0.08  2.09 1.12 0.96 1.31
Constant ‐0.50 0.83  0.36 0.61
 
Factors Predictive of Likelihood 
of Drug Driving in Future
Step 3 included the addition of the reconceptualised deterrence theory 
variables of punishment avoidance, vicarious punishment, and vicarious 
punishment avoidance. Significant improvement of the model (χ2(1, 3) = 70.31, 
p < .001) was observed and continued to be a significant predictor of future 
drug driving (χ2(1, 9) = 104.54, p < .001)
The amount of variance increased to 37.58% (an increase of 24.72%), and the 
classification accuracy increased to 96.06%
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  95% Confidence 
interval for OR 
Variable  B  S.E.  Wald  OR  Lower  Upper 
Model 3             
Age   ‐0.05  0.02  11.48  0.95**  0.92  0.98 
Sex (male)  0.27  0.40  0.46  1.31  0.60  2.85 
Awareness (yes)  ‐0.66  0.44  2.26  0.52  0.22  1.22 
Certainty  ‐0.05  0.08  0.37  0.95  0.81  1.12 
Severity  ‐0.01  0.07  0.01  0.99  0.86  1.16 
Swiftness  0.05  0.08  0.35  1.05  0.81  1.24 
Punishment Avoidance  0.38  0.07  32.32  1.46**  1.28  1.66 
Vicarious Punishment (yes)  ‐0.55  0.42  1.70  0.58  0.26  1.32 
Vicarious Punishment Avoidance 0.18 0.07  7.88 1.20* 1.06 1.36 
Constant  ‐2.64  1.01  6.85  0.07*     
 
Key Subgroup Differences
• Interested in examining differences between key 
subgroups (male and females as well those aged 
17-29 or 30 years and over) for intentions to drug 
drive and perceptions of legal sanctions
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Differences between Males and 
Females
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Variable 
Descriptive  Statistical 
 Significance 
Scale  
range Male  Female 
Intentions to drug drive in the futurea  M = 2.17  M = 0.61  U = 78592.50  0‐180 
Awareness  Yes = 66.08%  Yes = 57.00%  χ2(1) = 6.98*  ‐ 
Overall drug use  M = 4.07 M =3.57 U = 69276.00** 3‐21
Classical Deterrence Theory
Certainty  M = 4.98 M = 5.32 U = 72208.00*  1‐10 
Severity M = 6.84 M = 6.47 U = 75178.00 1‐10
Swiftness M = 5.84 M = 5.59 U = 75367.50 1‐10
Reconceptualised Deterrence Theory       
Punishment Avoidance  M = 1.94  M = 1.68  U = 75610.50*  1‐10
Vicarious Punishment   Yes = 20.00%  Yes = 22.56%  χ2(1) = 0.78  ‐
Vicarious Punishment Avoidance  M = 2.86  M = 2.64  U = 74634.50  1‐10
Note: *p < .05, **p < .001; U denotes the Mann‐Whitney statistic, χ2 denotes chi‐squared statistic. 
a Continuous variable. 
 
Differences between Younger and 
Older Cohorts
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Variable 
Descriptive  Statistical  
Significance  
Scale  
Range 17‐29 years  ≥30 years 
Intentions to drug drive in the futurea  M = 2.31  M = 0.47  U = 75409.00**  0‐180 
Awareness  Yes = 58.00%  Yes = 65.09%  χ2(1) = 4.25*  ‐ 
Overall drug use  M = 4.17 M = 3.47 U = 67326.00**  3‐21 
Classical Deterrence Theory         
Certainty M = 5.58 M = 4.72 U = 63522.00** 1‐10 
Severity  M = 7.37 M = 5.94 U = 56442.50** 1‐10 
Swiftness  M = 6.18 M = 5.25 U = 63742.50** 1‐10 
Reconceptualised Deterrence Theory
Punishment Avoidance  M = 1.78 M = 1.84 U = 79492.00 1‐10 
Vicarious Punishment   Yes = 30.75% Yes = 11.78% χ2(1) = 42.92** ‐
Vicarious Punishment Avoidance  M = 3.19  M = 2.31  U = 62603.50**  1‐10 
Note: *p < .05, **p < .001; U denotes the Mann‐Whitney statistic, χ2 denotes chi‐squared statistic. 
a Continuous variable. 
 
What do the results show?
• Overall, results reveal a relatively poor awareness 
of roadside oral fluid screening amongst the study 
participants
• Despite half of the sample reporting operations 
would be effective in detecting drug drivers, a 
substantial proportion (71.54%) did not perceive 
the certainty of apprehension to be high
• Instead, there was a tendency for drivers to 
believe that the chances of being caught for drug 
driving were slim to moderate only
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What do the results show?
• None of the classical deterrence theory variables 
were predictive of future propensity to drug drive 
in the current study
• It may take considerable time and effort before 
awareness and perceptions of apprehension 
certainty will impact on an individual’s decision to 
drug drive
• The current findings would suggest that an 
expansion of the roadside saliva based testing 
campaign is warranted
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